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The Secretariat
StandingCommitteeonFamily andHumanServices

Inquiry into AdoptionofChildrenfrom Overseas

It is agreatencouragementthat thecommitteeis conductingtheabove-mentioned
inquiry. Australiaasanationhasshownits level ofcompassionto reachout to those
in needtimeandtime again.Overseasadoptionis oneexpressionofthis compassion.

Ourjourneyinto overseasadoptionbeganin December1999andcameto fruition
during2004,a2 year4 monthold boy from ThailandnamedKaisornbecameapartof
ourlives andourfamily andtherebystartinganotherjourney~ that ofacceptingand
nurturingthelife ofa little boy. While we supporttheprocessofadoptionin that
applicantsareto beproperlyassessed,ourmainconcernit theseeminglyunnecessary
time thewholeprocesstakes,soanystreamliningoftheadoptionprocessis welcome.

Point 1 Any inconsistenciesbetweenStateDepartments

.

My only commentis that thereareunavoidabledifferencesbetweentherequirements
andfees imposedby donorcountriesandthis could influencetheoverall costfor
applicantsregardlessofwhich stateofAustraliatheyresidein. Forexamplefeesto
orphanagesvaryconsiderably;Chinaimposesafee in theorderof$U53000while
ThaiOrphanageswill acceptadonation.(Wepurchasedacolour televisionatthe
requestoftheOrphanageDirector.) ThereforetheSecretariatwould do well to
becomeawareofsuchdifferences. StateHeadsofDepartmentswouldbeasourceof
suchinformation.

It is ourbeliefthatStateDepartmentfeesdo vary. Othersubmissionsprobablygo
furtherin to this issue. Wewould like to saythatthefees imposedby ourdepartment
herein Tasmaniacouldperhapsbeusedasan Australianwidemodeloffees;we
certainlydo notwantfeesto increaseasaresultofthe inquiry.

Anotherdifferenceis theTasmanianDepartmentEl] suseofeitherstafforcontract
AdoptionCaseOfficers. Contractorsareableto concentrateon thetaskathandwhile
DepartmentStaffwill bejuggling severalrolesat once. Our approvalwasmanaged
by astaffmemberandthewholeprocesstookmorethantwiceaslongwhen
comparedto friendsEl] approvalsthathadcontractorsmanagingtheircases.

Point 2 Any inconsistencieswith benefitspaidto biological childrento adopted
children

.

Our family consistsoftwo biological children,Thomas(13) andJordan(11)andas
mentionedKaisom(now 3). We arrivedwith Kaisomon 21 July2004andwere



immediateeligible for MedicareandCenterlinkpayments.Whenit wasincometax
returntime, wediscoveredthatwewerenoteligible to claimtheGovemmentLis
OngoingBabyBonusfor childrenunder5 bornbefore1 July 2004becauseKaisornis
notyet in ourlegal custody. TheadoptionarrangementbetweenThailandand
Australiadoesnot follow HaugeConventionbut is only finalisedafter+12months
andby anAdoptionOrderby theTasmanianCourt. Only thenwill Kaisombelegally
ourchild andthenwewill beeligible to claim thebonus.

Althoughoutsideofthetermsofreference,wewould like to makeacommenton the
Australiapracticeofoverseasadoption. Australiais asignatoryto theHauge
Conventionbutseemsnot tobepursuingall thebenefitsandtermsofagreementof
signatories.Why is it that StateDepartmentsareonly following alreadyestablished
programsandtherebylimiting thenumberofcountriesfrom which childrencanbe
adopted?

Finally couldwealsosaythatKaisornis enrichingourfamily. While wecertainly
agreewith recentcommentsfrom theMinisterthat anyoverseasadoptedchild has
specialneeds,if you couldjust meetKaisornyourheartwill go out to him, andyou
will appreciatejust a little morehowimportantit is thatAustralianscontinueto
pursueoverseesadoption.

Yours Faithfully,

Mark andChristadeHoog

TAS


